i^ear Mr. Lewis, 


1/1/67 


Thank very much for your interesting letter oitt the interpretation of the 
Alt-^ens picture. There is any6her way of reaching the conclusion you did: Liebeler 
pieced Alfeens Incorrectly and there a road stripe under the followup car. ^t is 
quite possible. I regret it if the inference that the car is located wrong is not 
accurate, but it is ^proved’’ by Liebeler’ s locating of Aitgens. I’ll be content if 
it draws the 8(inission of this error, for from thet will flow much, beginning with the 
abandonment of the minimum requirement of the low your colleague at UCLA now teaches. 

However, if he marked Atlgens correctly, the pres, car was at the fourth 
road stripe, for the aerial photo would "prove” it. Yours is a strong argument and is 
probably right. Thera is, however, no error in ray reconstruction that is mine, for if 
I recall that chapter correctly, I asked could there have been a stripe under the 
followup car, I went into the marking out of the road* stripes on 354 and rel^?ted 
exhibits, and thejq went to the aerial photo. 

L believe it is not possible the President was farthur from the corner at 
aaa 210 then between the third and fourth stripes end at 255, in the same relation- 
ship to the 4th and 5th. I believe the sixth is impossible. 

It would be quite interesting to me if you could do the same kind of thing 
backward on the ^Itgens picture from the man in the dorrwey, with the light from 
between the tree and the concrete post to the Altgens camera. The data eliminated 
fro a the pictures and charts is important, hence it was eliminated. But the actual 
position of this man, vih o I believe wqs Oswald, is about 2/7ths of the distance from 
the eastern end of the bldg, to the west. >herejbn whst line-was Aljjgens? 

At 45 frames per second (without even allowing 6or adjustment in the 
ppoportion 16/18. 3, between frames 210 and 255 there was less than 2 second^ not 2.5. 

But the proof the President was struck before •^’rame 210 does not rest on 
this. Remember the evidence in Willis 5 and the early frames of the Zapruder film ani 
his testimony and that of the others parallelling Vdllia 5. 

Y^u are right that we’d be much better off if we could come up with eh 
alternative theory. I have two beliefs about thet (and I do not regard the blend of 
plagiarism and irresponsibility that *^opkin did an "alternative theory): first, 
correction should be a governmental function. I doubt any other solution would be 
credited, and ^ very much fear the effect on witnesses of interviews that could have 
the same results the official ones did, indoctrination. Next, ho-; is who going to do 
itv There are indirect apT'roaches, and I submit I have taken at least one of these. 

But before anyone will believe a new solution, the first thing is what hove addressed 
myself to, dlsprovinr: the official one. ^ have no doubt heve done it, overwAftmlngly. 
The next step must be for more universal recognition of this basic f8ct:The Report is 
entirely wrong. 

^ had planned 0 different one for the sedondi book. After the third is done 
I hope to be able to return to it. You will, I think, find it something of what you 
are asking for. I call it A TIGiHl TO RI0E: TH2 UNTOLD STORY OF CUBA MISSLE CRISIS. 

Thanks. Such criticism is constructive. 



Harold 't/eiwberg 


